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REMARKS 

Initially, Applicants thank the Examiner for the courtesies extended during the recent in- 
person interview held on February 22 nd . Applicants note with appreciation that the examiner has 
indicated that the amendments discussed during the interview overcome the art of record. The 
claim amendments and arguments submitted in this paper are consistent with the amendments 
and arguments presented during the course of the interview. Accordingly, entry of this 
amendment and reconsideration of the pending claims is respectfully requested. 

The Final Office Action, mailed December 7, 2007, considered claims 1-49. Claims 1-49 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 1 as being unpatentable over Donaldson, (U.S. Pat. No. 
7,249,175), hereinafter Donaldson, in view of Lillibridge et al, (U.S. Pat. No. 6,195,698), 
hereinafter Lillibridge. 

By this amendment claims 1, 9, 21, 38, 41 and 45 have been amended, and claims 49-52 
are new. 2 Claims 43-44 and 47-48 have been cancelled. Accordingly, claims 1-42, 45, 46 and 49- 
52 are pending, of which claims 1, 9, 21, 38, 41 and 45 are the only independent claims at issue. 

The present invention is generally directed to verifying that responses to a connection 
initiation sent by the sending computer system originate from a designated receiving computer 
system. For example, claim 1 defines sending connection initiation data to a designated receiving 
computer system, where the connection initiation data includes a purported sending address of 
the sending computer system. Next, claim 1 defines receiving altered connection establishment 
data that includes address validation data and at least a portion of non-standard data that is not 
otherwise included in such a connection establishment, such that the inclusion of the portion of 
non-standard data substantially decreases the likelihood of providing an appropriate connection 
response without knowing that the portion of non-standard data is to be provided in the 
connection response. 

Claim 1 further defines verifying that the connection response was received from the 
designated receiving computer system based on a determination that the connection response 

1 Although the prior art status of the cited art is not being challenged at this time, Applicant reserves the right to 
challenge the prior art status of the cited art at any appropriate time, should it arise. Accordingly, any arguments and 
amendments made herein should not be construed as acquiescing to any prior art status of the cited art. Furthermore, 
Applicants assume that since the Donaldson reference is being combined with the Lillibridge reference, the rejection 
is a 103(a) rejection and not a 102(e) rejection. 

2 Support for the amendments to the claims are found throughout the specification and previously presented claims, 
including but not limited to paragraphs [0045]-[0056], [0058] and Figures 1-3. 
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included the address validation data and the portion of non-standard data, generating an 
appropriate connection response based on the address validation data and the portion of non- 
standard data, where the response includes the portion of non-standard data in a form recognized 
by the verified receiving computer system as an appropriate form, and sending the appropriate 
connection response data to the receiving computer system. 

Claim 9 is a method claim similar to claim 1, but from the perspective of a receiving 
computer system. Claim 38 is a computer program product claim generally corresponding to 
claim 1 . Claim 41 is a computer program product claim generally corresponding to claim 9. 

Claim 21 is a method claim generally directed toward determining if a sending messaging 
server is authorized to send electronic messages for a sending domain. Claim 21 defines 
receiving an electronic message purportedly sent from the sending domain, the electronic 
message including at least a portion of non-standard data that is not otherwise included in such a 
connection establishment, such that the inclusion of the portion of non-standard data 
substantially decreases the likelihood of providing an appropriate connection response without 
knowing that the portion of non-standard data is to be provided in the connection response. Next, 
claim 21 defines examining a plurality of parameter values of the electronic message including 
the portion of non-standard data to attempt to verify that the connection response was received 
from the designated receiving domain based on a determination that the connection response 
included the address validation data and the portion of non-standard data. 

Claim 21 further defines querying a name server for a list of network addresses 
authorized to send electronic messages for the sending domain, determining if the actual sending 
side network address is authorized to send electronic messages for the sending domain based on 
the query and on the inclusion of the portion of non-standard data in a form recognized by the 
verified receiving domain as an appropriate form, and providing results of the determination to 
an message classification module such that the message classification module can make a more 
reliable decision as to classifying the received electronic message. Claim 45 is a computer 
program product claim generally corresponding to claim 21. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the cited art of record does not anticipate or otherwise 
render the amended claims unpatentable for at least the reason that the cited art does not disclose, 
suggest, or enable each and every element of these claims. 

35 U.S.C. 103 Rejections 
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Donaldson describes a method and system for filtering undesirable email with forged, 
non-existent sender addresses, without sending a message to that sender (Abs.). A server or 
proxy establishes a connection to an authorized mail host of the domain in the received email 
during the protocol setup phase. The proxy uses the connection to determine if the mail host will 
accept mail for the sender's address (Col. 16:44-58). For example, if sender@domain.com sends 
an email, before accepting the email and during the protocol setup phase, the receiving server 
will send a query to the mail server for domain.com to determine whether domain.com will 
accept mail for sender. If the domain will accept mail for that sender, the message is flagged as 
legitimate and not spam. Donaldson is silent on including non-standard data in a connection 
response to ensure that the response is from a designated responding computer system. 
Donaldson is further silent on verifying that the connection response was received from the 
designated receiving computer system based on a determination that the connection response 
included the address validation data and the portion of non-standard data, as recited in claim 1. 

Lillibridge was cited to show a system that includes a random sequence of characters in a 
connection response. Lillibridge teaches, in essence, a captcha system that presents a string of 
random characters to a user in a graphical image (or read aloud in an audio file). The characters 
are usually morphed or intersected by lines to skew the image and complicate any automatic 
detection of the characters (see Col. 3:6-34 and Col. 4:45-Col. 5:15). This captcha system is put 
in place to discourage bots and other automated entries in, for example, blogs, newsgroups, or 
other online forums. The sequence of characters is not inserted into a communication initiation to 
verify that a sender or receiver is authentic. Rather, the characters are displayed as part of a 
graphical image, where a user simply looks at the image and enters the letters of the sequence 
into a text box. The user is then permitted to complete his or her desired task. Lillibridge is silent 
on including non-standard data in a connection response to ensure that the response is from a 
designated responding computer system. Lillibridge is further silent on verifying that the 
connection response was received from the designated receiving computer system based on a 
determination that the connection response included the address validation data and the portion 
of non-standard data, as recited in claim 1 

Thus, none of the cited art teaches or suggests receiving altered connection establishment 
data that includes address validation data and at least a portion of non-standard data that is not 
otherwise included in such a connection establishment, such that the inclusion of the portion of 
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non-standard data substantially decreases the likelihood of providing an appropriate connection 
response without knowing that the portion of non-standard data is to be provided in the 
connection response, as recited in claim 1. Furthermore, none of the cited art teaches or suggests 
verifying that the connection response was received from the designated receiving computer 
system based on a determination that the connection response included the address validation 
data and the portion of non-standard data, as recited in claim 1. At least for either of these 
reasons, claim 1 patentably defines over the art of record. At least for either of these reasons, 
claims 9, 21, 38, 41 and 45 also patentably define over the art of record. Since each of the 
dependent claims depend from one of claims 1, 9, 21, 38, 41 and 45, each of the dependent 
claims also patentably define over the art of record for at least either of the same reasons. 

Although each of the dependent claims patentably define over the prior art of record for 
the same reasons as their corresponding base claims, many of the dependent claims also 
independently distinguish over the prior art of record. For example, the prior art of record fails to 
disclose or suggest wherein the sending computer system includes records indicating support for 
exchange of non-standard connection establishment data in a DNS record set, the DNS record set 
indicating the electronic mail policy for a domain of the sending computer system, as recited in 
claim 49. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that the other rejections to the 
claims are now moot and do not, therefore, need to be addressed individually at this time. It will 
be appreciated, however, that this should not be construed as Applicant acquiescing to any of the 
purported teachings or assertions made in the last action regarding the cited art or the pending 
application, including any official notice. Instead, Applicant reserves the right to challenge any 
of the purported teachings or assertions made in the last action at any appropriate time in the 
future, should the need arise. Furthermore, to the extent that the Examiner has relied on any 
Official Notice, explicitly or implicitly, Applicant specifically requests that the Examiner 
provide references supporting the teachings officially noticed, as well as the required motivation 
or suggestion to combine the relied upon notice with the other art of record. 
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Dated this 7 th day of March 2008. 



Respectfully submitted, 

/GREGORY R. LUNT/ 

RICKD. NYDEGGER 
Registration No. 28,651 
GREGORY R. LUNT 
Registration No. 57,354 
Attorneys for Applicant 
Customer No. 47973 
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